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INTRODUaTION

For the Obst fOur years Millec,svll'e &tate College, through the Office

of Educational Development, has bv.cn involved in a network sy$tem whose major

objective is the dissemination of tedhniques of individualizing jhruction.
0

in the elementary school. This network system.(see Figure 1) was an outgrowth .

of the previous Summer Happening prOgrams which'were conductecrsolely in the

Stayer'Reseaich and Learning Center 16nttonen & Brunner 1974). Basically,
,

coordinators from the fourteen Network SchooeDistricts were trained fn the
. .

school,year 1974-1975 at Millersville Spate College, Stayer Re,searc:-, and

LearKing Center. Twelve, of the fourteen network coordinators they co:,d:.:cted

workshops attheirschool. districts during fhe summer of 1975 and received
-

help, when needed,.from the staff of the StAyer Research and tLearn:ng Center._

Irithe regular school yelr, 11'4.ersvilite State Colle,

through the' Office"of-Educational Research and. Evaluation, conducted a .

.

followup study of the teachers who were involyed the twelve 1975 Summer

Network.programs (Anttonen'& Jernegan, 1976). 'Once again, in the suirer of
4

1,976,a Network program similar in nature -to the summer of 1975 was Under-
.

0 , .

taked. In addition ", during the fall of 1976. data based on ch05ren's

academic ach2vemnet-nd school attitude was gathered from a model network

-program located in the western Art of Pennsylvania lAnttonen & Broome, 1977).

Doe to the .success of the previous two summer network Programs, work-
.

shops were again offered in seven network school districts during the summer

of 1977 and included a new tnpc: Identification of Indifridual Learning

Styles. In thesummer of'1978, the workshops were again conducted inB

selected network 'schools with a new-thrus't.delvelping in the area of the

gifted. Whileitiot all network districts wereimiolved in tihiS new venture,

the first attempt in. some to-begin trainfrtg regular' c::.!.-sroom teachers

it instructing the gifted child in their cl%:5!crooms..

. At'the cample1Nion o7 each of the network progftms, 1974 through'iS77,

.an-evalUation-report was prepared through the Office of Education Research
. .

and. Evaluation (Anttonei and Bruntler 1975; Attopen and Jernegan 1976;4'

,Anttonen and Broome 1977). Each of these reportsv.highlighted a different' ,

elialuatiOn aspect Of 'the network program. The purpose Qf The present report

" 1 -.7 411
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iS t001.ring together under one documen t the findings of the three previous

network evauationstudies, tracing the initial affective impact of tilt

program to itsimpact nn teacher - perceived behavioral change and finally to'

,changes in children's achievement and attitude. 112' addition: the report will
vg,

highlight not only the educationco change that the network_ program has had
.!. -

upon the sdholikls involved, but also, the impact the program has had' on

illersville State College. The first two sections of the report will deal

.411
with data gathered on.1),the teache'r's feeling about the program, and 2) the

N,
teachers'-use of indiyidualizing techniques in the regdlar school ye The

third section gs the report will present children's achievcmc,t and atritude

data gathered from-a model nets ork school- district. The Final sectiontwillI .

deal with tht* effect of the program ton Millersville State College.
.

,0

JP.

3

4,
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TEACHERS' REACTIC 'OfNITIAC NETWORK TRAINING

I ./

In the academic year.1974 and 1975:'a network school program was ectab- -

lished as. a joint venture between fourteen Pennsylvania School Districts,and

Millersville State College, Stayer Researdb .and Learning Center. During

the scnool year coordinators from each of these districts.were trained in

the concepts of indivAualized instruction. Each coordinator attended during
.

the school year fou,1-.two-day meetingsodeiling with the concepts that would

included in the summer program in heir school district in the summer of 1975.

Of the fourteen school oiso:.ricts who ad been chosentwelve conducted suMmer

programs, Old the results Of five of these programs. were tabla.:..ed

present tha EvaluationtReport of 1975 ;seelignfione,, fin:1--r4ner 1975).

The decision -to rot this sample was based on the fact othar. seven of.the

'districts ac JrcgraTis in August and the data from these Would not rot avai7at.:!e

for imclusion'in the 1975 evaiation report. .AlsomeCause of.the planned

folrowupactivl:y for 1975-1575, each of the twelve distritts would ,r,!cvide

. information as to the regular school year, use the teachers made of the

ta:;ght in the Slimmer. The data from this followup will be presented
. .

ir. the Sc'Ct431.

network school prcigrams used -an identical evaluat:on

'orm asking tem respond regarding the effectiVeness and importance of the
4

prooev. conducted it the network school district. (see Appendix Basi;ally,

the ev,Jatic,n"for', licrisiste?f a set of conceptss4ertaining to individualized

instruction which had been presented during thvorkshop's. , The teachers were

to judge bo+)-: the p'foc4vertss of the wesentation on a 4.;.point scale and

tie w'th for inc%sion 4n thA future on a 3-point scale. Table 1 presents

the results 'n teris of the number and percent of teachers who responded to

,.7h of the 'fectverss and importance categbries. Ascan be seen from

M41e ?ver 5O of tne teachers rated the presentation on Making Games.
2 '

'tickets; and Learning Stations as Very Eff.L.L, Eight Qf the remainIn

presations, Ph;ioL'opPy, Scheduling, Contracts, Team TeachingRecord .

Keeping, CoMmunicatins Skills, Math Organization and SociaLStudies, were
. .

. rated as Effective or Very Effective by at least 85;.; of the teachers (ste
.

FigJre 2). n,One presentation rent frAlvement, was rated as having lttle.

ro



-....../'

a

or no effect byt 21 'of"the teachers.

. rn addition to rating the effectiveness o.f the rxe.sentat. '-:x PJC 'cl %.

Athe individualized instruction concepts% the net!,iurk teachers ,ier: al, dsed

to rank the iroortance of each concept pres.entat,ion (see -T.ble L. T4H

.rtveals that 6D of. the teachers thought tl-k,.t the (- incepts of*Philoshy.

Schedains andOrd3nizing, Making Games. antracts. PacketL. redn. Teacninu ..

Record ;eepirg. Communication Skiers and Learning St.auns:.shocd t)eH,.cludee I
.. S.

in futuri:: network urognams. Sixty f.-ive to. 8 of The 1,,,aher. th-2wht th,*

the concepts of Sociol Sturlies Oroani21tion. Math Orgarl'Izotion, !rld ;1,!'rt.

:n:/blv6aent! s7;',Aid be included in future programs.

,Along with the objective check list 'terns u4 the 7'':AChJ.!' 1..v,iljd.:4.
..

. . .

Instrument, there were four general qu'estions included (,r, '.h,=. '''.-1,: v;e-lpf

'he fcm (see Appendix Al. Responding to the question .arl.rhia:'. I' ..,b' e- .

. .
.part of the Orogram. teachers mentioned rialues (57), Leari

..1

nj-Cprter.; ',';^),

New Ideas (43). Packets (18) and Materials and Machinery (1). d$ .beincHthe

-.0st valuatle part of their workshop instructicii.. Tut, cul,ipi!..Sitov.,-,.te
.

.
oi,,

....s other three quest::,rs.was not possible, since, no ce*egonical reSPOn= 'i'/-S .

e ...

mentioned more than ten times. .

.

w
Thus, the results of the initial ne!lvork. a-ffect;v0 -elialuation renal

thot the firs;...-rA nina sessiows we-e seen as ef"-ec, ve v ,he .7)X. t. O.

the teachers and that the concepts covered shOuld be included in %tur,e.pro-
.

tram); Since the Ti.of these initial training sessions was to create an

awareness amonost teachers about the new methods Of instrJhtor fcrn

irdi,;idual4zed-clessrocr, *he network trainihg'sessions were Oeleo'es narine

%complished this end: icweve$'. if the petworl<.program was to co-teye,,d a

Hawzhorno the there was-a need to examirc, mord.th'In the
, . .

summer data and:gakhcr ilformation-about the teacher's use'during the
J . -

rec.Jiar school year of the individualized instruction concepts taugn during

tnE. worksho7 In ti,e next sectior the results of s 'ich an aralysis :fv1,1 be

.
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NETWORK. PROGRAM REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR

In the previous section, ;data oa'thered during tie summer prcgrramo'

:or give seTected-network sthogls was preseted. In this sect7i'on,

gathered duning the regular school- year'(197.5-l97C for the _twelve

patinq network school's who had summer programs will be given.

since the.prirliar purpose of the svrimer network program was'to.c,han9e.

teacer behavior in te^61s'of the teaching methods.empliQyed in indivli_ted
f.

:ns.tr.1ction classrooms, a '1/4.eacher-use -survey (see Appendix 6)-was developed

1-_-rough the Office :of Educational !Research and:EvaIuaeion. This -survey oes
,

di str.i buted to alJ t.he'teaci*ert who had been involved' iun the sAqve-net4ork

prograir in 197E. EasIcally, teachers I'vere asked to cespohd.On a four -pint

scale to the use they made of various individuaiizinC, methods of instruction
.

durtng,the previous sch'ool year, 1974 -197k, and in the current school -year,

1975-1976: .1n Table II- are the results- of their response: to the following

areas:

Learning Contracts

Learning PaCketS

Learning Stations

Skill.Sequences

Diagnostic Grouping

:eacher-made Gamgs.

Te'am'Teaching

Parent Help

In order.to obt&ir t comparative pictureof the 2-year data from 1974

tc 1976, a-figUre !se 3) was.0-epared whi -c4 lyresinted the combined

p.,,,rcentagecfthe."ve freqtlerit", and "frequent" respon'ses. As Figure 3

the teachers' usage of -all iiiethodsof individualizing instruction

,ir,creased in 975 -1976 when compared to the 774-1975- data. The

dramati'c.increases occurred in the areas 6:r k.1-ation Skills and

"lath'emetIcs. addition,. within: the areas ofCommunicatiop Skills and Math,'

tne higheSt usaoe,occUrred for the c&cepts of Learning Stations': Skill

Sequences, Diagnostic Grouping,. and Teacher -made; Games.. AlthOughwing

gain in all concepts of indivi0A1-riing instruction, the Social Studies
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TABLE II

Nt.r.LEF. 7-M OF NETWORK .TEACHERS RESPONDING "VEP, FREOUENT", "FREQUENT"
AND "NEVER', TEACHER-USE SURVEY

.

Very Freq. a. Freq.

1974-7.5 1975-76
N N

ge of Learnir;g Contracts "ir,

A. Communication Skills 8.6 39 31.2

-*B. Mathematics ,6 4.8a 25 20.5

C. Social*Studies p Er 4.3; .19 16.8

. Never

1974-75 1975-.76

N ,

72

ti

57.6 38 30.

94, 76.4 2 34.4

90 78.3 65 57.5

..
.1

53.6 21 r6.7

70 55.6 23 18..4

65 56.0.. 38 . .33,.l.

. ..

..
e .,

29. 23.6 -9 7.3.-

39 32.5
.

12
,,

10.2- .,

66 53 4 24. 21.4

. . .

.

50 :43.0 -, 13 pz8.3

37- .31.1 7 5.9 ',-

62 54.9 35 '31.3

II.- Use of,. Learning Packets in: ..

A. Corrariunication Skills. 8
..*

6.4' 54 42.8 67

. , 1

8. Pa themaiics -5 . 7.1, 52 .41.6
- ,

C. ...cial Studies H 9.5. 28 , 24 3

II. Use :f Learning, Staiiohs in.:
,

.'

..,

A.. Communication Skills 38_ 30.9 '92 74.8-

. B. Mathematics 33 27,!.6 76 64.4

C. Social Studies 18 . 14.6 47 42.0
, z

IV Use of Ski;-1 Sequences in:,
.

.

A. Communication Skill's 44 .,36.0,^ 79: 65.3

.. B. Mathematics 48 40.3, 90 75:6
...

C. Social Studies 18 15;9, 40: 35:7
,

5

P.: i -
.1-Z

11

,
.
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TABLE II

T NETWOR.TET,CHEt RkSPONDING ''ARY FREQUEN7, "FREQUENT''
ALE' "NEVER" T0 TEACHER-USE SURVEY

Very grey. & Freq.. Never
1974-75 _19,5-76 . 1974-75 1975-76'a
N

N NI %

Use of Diagimstic f3r.:,uping in:,

A Comunicatinr. S7.1s
f.:") 50.9 92 78.0 28 , 23.7 .9 7'.6 .

-Mathematics 88 76.5 r' 26 ,L4 7 6.1'

C. Sycial Studies 10: 8.9 ,23 20.3
. 75 67.0 53 47.0

VI. Use of-Teacher-made.Gares in:.
1

A. Communication Skill . 51 '41.E. 96 -78.7 '22 1E.0. 4 3.3'-

'athematics. 45 37.5 93 78.8. 19 0 4 334
C. -:ial Studies 25 22:e '46 40.7 .5 2 '45.6 30, 26

;

6.

-VIE' Use Team Teaching 42. 33.6 %.58 54.9 5.2 41.6 24 19..3

VIII. Use of Pa'rent Help 19 17.8 37 34.9 ,39' 36.4. 24 22.6 .'

a

y.

r

.*
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. -component did not bring about- as great ah increase inspercentageas.the

areas'-of 'Math and Communi.gation'Skill'S.. 'Thus;.the'teach s-Pe.rcei:/ed-ther,--
5

.,selves as tidying transferred the concept of g instruction from :

their: network summer. program into actualdpracti'de in,the regdiar school year-

As a.further attempt to examine the efect'of. the .summer rietwork p)?..o61:am;

indepth teacher interview-was conducted with twenty-four randomly sete'Cted

.network teacher:s.. 'Two teachers"fom each of the twelve network school
4districts were chosen to e interviewed in the middle of thc: school ;71,2 r by

.-- ----,
.

.

a staff member'from the Ed cational Developement Center if Millersvlie State
.4.

College. All twenty-fou teachers had participated in their respec e '..
.G

network summer individJali;ed instruct ion works4Pos. -!. Awr117 --co..:: readier

were 'asked.to respo-A 'to questliions:regarding the,effective;ioss .if tche rctwdrk

prQftam; and responseswere Subsequently''recorded AC the Teacher fnter-iew.

form (see Appendix C). Xhe compiled reSults.from the teacher intervew are-

preSented in4abie III.. As Table III indic es, all teachers felt that the

network pr'.0grarfulfiled.theiN-expectations in that the individual school

districts supported therli in applying tke work- shop techniques. Futhermore,

the practicaty of.uz.ing. learning stapions, games, and contracts in the

classroom was .:wed by the majority of the teacher's as direct outcomes of

the summer oroc-a-- In addition,the participants asked that Millersville

College.cntr,J2,:m.provide more of the same type of training with'a

greater emphasisADr area of Social Studies. This finding was dorsistent

with the objective ...ata-,jathered through. the teacher-us surveziwhith,showed

that Social Studies 4.7,-.,:hniques-had not .been as well inj*grated into the

.7,1ssroom.as the'rc;is cSmmuni-caion skills and mathematics_

Th.Js, the res.!'';.s.of the'teacher-use survey and interview indicate-that

"si_z,c:hers perceiyed svm:!;er program as-havi,ng-broughl: bc....t change. the

*hat they' make of the- various methods.w7 instruction.

judg.s:ner-lt is considered a critein of actual cla;srooriftchange,.

cr .. then the effectiveness of the summer wor1-si ' 1975 appears to have been

transferred into the regular classroom 1976.

/

i a. result of haying spent two years in changing the.behavior of s,

c lassroom teachers, it seemed appropriate that ,tempts be made to examine

'the eifects'of such change uPon the acadmic a ievemeirtind school'- relate..

attitudes of yoongsters inthe regular school year. In the-next section

,
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. -

,-.... data. gathered. from 'a model network % school -dis ricts will be .presen4d.. : Such.
,

data was ,based on bothcross-sectional a-nd longitudinal achievement data. and

alp cr.Ossrsec tiona4 a.ttiiudirial data. .- .
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TAELE III

.

NUMBER OF NETWORK TEACHER REPQNSES TO EACH QUESTION
OF-TEAHER INTERVIEW FORM (N=24).

.

. .

1. Hardid you get into the worksfipp?
22 - Flyers, announcements at-school.-

.- 2 1. Had to go.

.

2. WhenijoU signed up, whaVdid you antiSpale.ietting

III
18 =.0Hands-on experience. .

5-:.Sharing with others.
_ .

-4t, 24 - I'deas on individualized instruction.
5'20 - Tethniques of open- education.

,

from-the workshop?

3: 'Were-your anticipatiOns filled? How? --
24 - YPs. Thvorkshop did what it advertts,ed to do.

a

C

What was particularly helpful.i,n the workshop?.
20 Work time to do things.
1.5 - New ideas. ,

10 --Sharipg with others.
5- Having access to consultants.

24'- Having access to mat-erials to make things, and time:

5. What needs to be improved?
- 6 - Would like more time towork on projects and eaaRge ideas.,

1. More theory.. '

6. How has the-workshop affected your practic0 of, education?
4if a. Your daily routine: Answers varied accor4in4 to experience.

b. -MSierials:- Using more games a'nd stations; morev

material,
Organization: Same as "a".
Techniques of Instruction:. More use of games, st-tions,

contractst
e. Methods of Evaluation:. Using skill sequences a bit more.

Self checking used more.

t.

/ 7. Now does your school as an institution facilitate or suppOrt your T .

_appiication of work.-,hop techniques? Consider the climate, policies,
rules, regulations and expectations.regarding teaching responsibilities.

24 - Almost all said /heir schools supperted them.

Re"
14

a

. r
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(
v. I . . .i ..
-,

8. how does your school hamp& yo5?
4 - Not enough money fOr matertals._

IV

a

Cf

2C --Does not hamper. .

9. What are your needs- now'with regard td-furthe training or
2 More priff4ry ideas.

R. 18.- Using modern)techniqUes in It4ia studies science
10 ='More of the same thing (hands-on)

10. Who do you see as having thd potential to meet your needs?
Very few-responses hei-e. , OP

6 - Mr. Ira Light, Millersville State College
1 - 0,r, Robert..Stambaugh, Ilershey (social studies)

assistance?
)

11.: W4aesuggestionq do you haVe for future programs of this:nGt.ure?
,

16 - More-of- the same.

2 - Teactiers in our' district should share ideas.onte a year: ..

:-' .2-, SamOhingsrtut.specific subject areas highlightedseP-Wday'.
5 '--: Diagnostic descriptive Telching.

10 - Social Studies.

MP.
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'CHLOPEN'S. ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDE-DATA

In the previoussection,- teacher opinion data gathered during the renular

school year, 1975-T976: for the twelve participating network.schOcls WA-

presented,- This tata dealt with the usage teachers were makic dur'fig ere

school year of the techniques.of individualizing instruction. With the

current emphasis On educational accountability, it seemed appropr2ate that
.

data be .gathered beyend the teacher opinion dimension.tu examinc thc'effects,

the program has 5d upon' the academic performance and attitude of yGur:cst&'.;.

who were in.classroons of teachers who had been trained ir t!,2 metw
.

In thiS section children's acMievement and, attitude d2t. 'ru :re of tne

network school district programs .wi.11 be presented.

. PROCEDURE
--

SAMPLE::

The school district involved in the present analysis is Lk.ated i.ri a

rural-area in Western Pennsylvania, outside-an industrial city with a popu-
.

lation of approxitely 60,000. The income level of the families in the.

district varies wide7y with middle to upper middle class families faring

one segment, and the ot±er imd.of the income spectrum consisting of rJral

poverty. .families. The district itself has been educaticnally invrfived in
°

trying to bring about individJalzed programs for the past several years,

an has achie!ed-ve ;reel cf such individualization in ttm-district

.goo's. The present will. center on three of these schools, one pf

which the school dis'.rit reels represents a model of individualized

in7tr-ction. The other two include a school which has similar popJlation

youngsters ta-the model school, but has.hoi. prolitessed totally in the aree4

of individualized instruction, and a schoo' ^scpting nigh I.Q. children

from middle to upper middle class income parents.

TESTING PROCEDURE:
0
,

In the spring of 1974, children who were in the thi-rd grade in the
4

school district under analysis were given the Comprehensive Test of Basi

16
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o

Skills, This standardized instrument yielded scores on the factorS of

Reading, Language, Mathedatics, a Total of these three area, Reference,

Science, and Social' 'Studies. In the spring of 1976 a similar test was again

given to all students in both the third and fifth grades in the schooldis-

.ilr.tct. The majority of the fifth:Nrade students had been tested as third

graders in the springtof 1974.

to/iNe.achievement testing, youngsters in the school dis-

trict were also given a thi.rd grade attitudinal measure (Faces Questionnaire,

,2.nttonen, 1974). Thisftattitudinal instrument yielded scores on three fac-

, tors: School Climate, Independent Study, and School Work, along with a .cOM-

bined total score across the three factors. For a samPle,of the instrument

itself and a description of the scoring of the instrument,ee Appendix D.

Student attitudes in the fifth grade were measured by a Semantic Differential

,designed by Anttonen, 1974.' This SemantiC Different-'al technique tapped

feelings of students. but R.,eading, Me, Social Studies, Scnool-, Arithu'etic,

_and Science... A copy o' this attitude instrument and scoring procedure

appears in Appendix,E.

ANALYSIS OF DATT-:

Since sa:4)les.from the three schools are not either truly random or.

comparable, the uat,:.. analyis Will be presented in descriptive terms only,

without statistical 7,2sts of inference. The data,will be-divided into three

major'sections: Cross"-sectional analysis of the standardized

achievement data, (2)- longitudinal analysis, of the achievement`data; and (3)

'es final- section dealing the two attitude measures. 'Ina:1g comparisons

the three,,schooTs ouCined above will be used so that a odel individualized

instruction school 1-.ompared with a similar student population school,

and a school with a highcr'intelligence, more affluent student population.'

The statistics nresented will include means and standard deviations for

both the achievement and atfitudeleasures. Tn addition, mean and standard.

deviations will also be calculated for the gain ; ahve been made form

those youngsters who were testc(i on the achievement measure in the springs

of 1974 and 1976. The achievement means wIll use as their unit.of analysis

, grade equivalents obtained from the raw scores on the various subject tests

' °aria the attitpde measures will 'use as their unit of analysis the simple raw

scores-obtained-for the various factors .on the two instruments. In order to



simplify the presentation of the results, fie model indiviuu,lized 'instruction

school will be designated in the report simply a'S the odel SClool, the

similar student population school will be labeled tFle Parallel School, and

the higher intelligence, affluenI student population will be referred ,o as

the Atypical School.

CROSS-SECTIONAL -ACHIEVEMENT DATA

As outlined, previously, achievement data was gathered in the spring of

19.76 for youngsters in Grades 3 and 5, via the Comprehensive Test cf Basic

Table IV presents the/leans and standard deviations in g-ode

equivalent units fcr Grade 3 for the various subtests Chi.,

he analysis is separated into the three schools: The Model 'school, the
N

Par711e1 schoo7, and'thP Atypical- school. As can be seen tram Topic IV,

youngsters in the Atvpical.school achieved _higher grade eQuivalent means ()

all 'measures of the achievement battery when compared to the other two scho::75.

When the Model school is compared to the Parallel school, 6 out of/

acheyement spbtests. have higher. mean grade equivalents faVoring the Model.

school. As ca,: further seen-form Table IV, Wean grade equivalent differ.-

'e,ces of .grea7f:r. t.:,m .50 occurred for the areas of Lanouage and Reference,

with the greatest F'orenoes (.83) occurring in the area of Reference.

Dirences of and .50 mean grad equivalents favoring 'the Nodel school

socurred for the ,:L.'.csts of Social Studies, r,athemtics and Ti-ital.

other two areas, .ScE:tce and R::,,ading, were within .20 or less mean grade

u7rits1,- 7:wo schools.

Taxle V pre eFits tne uleans and standard deviations in grad. equivalent

its 'or ',1;,;ad,= 5 the three comparative schools. Although the dif;rences

,/1 hct es Ifarke.(4 as Grade 3, youngsters in the Atypical_ school ..14:hieved

gr.e, grade equiva7ent means on 6 but cf t; le 7 subtests iDn the Coniprehensive

-est af___F-.1.Sif-1--7:---RovieVe-r, for the ..,,;;te:, Reference, the hiihst

!;(an aade'equivalent occurred in the Model school.

In-the comp6rison of the Model- school iwth the Parallel gchcol, 6 wit

of 7 of the adlievement subteStshad higher mean grade equivalents in the

,odes school. A further examination of Table V reveals that the greatest.
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difference-(1.11) occurred in the area of Reference. Differences of .35 to

.50 mean grade equivalents favoring the tpdel school occurred in the subtests

of Social Studies, Science,, and Language. The other three areas,Reading,

Total; and Mathematics; were within.. less:mean grade equivalent units

for the .two schools. " .

4

Ins. addition to the act401 gride equi.talcent scores, tf-e.comprehensive Test

of Basic Skills-also provided for Grade 3 only, a.predicted grade. equivalent
,

achievement score based on an ihtelligence,measure, for each Of-thesubtests.
. .

By taking the difference between actual and anticipated achievement, a

disCrepancy score was obtained with a *positive score Indicating achievement

above Orediction, and z negative score indicating achievement below-prediction.

Table V presents the means and standard deviations for these discrepancy

scores on 1976 third grade data for th.three comparative schools: As Table

VI shows, the Atypical school had the highest mean discrepancy scores forthe

subtests of Reading, Science, and Social Studies. The Model scilool had the

highest mean discrepancy scores forthe subtests of Language, Reference, and

Total. Negative mean discrepancy scores wdre'obtained for all three schools

in the area of Mathematics.

In comparing..the Model school with the'Paral,lel school, it is interesting

to note that higher mean discrepancy scores favoring thb"Model school occurred

in6 out of 7 subtests, with:the biggest differences occurring for the subtests

. of Reference (1.10), Language.(.64), and Social Studies (.59).

In addition to the:data obtiined in 1.976 for Grade-3 yoIngsters, similar

discrepancy scores were available for a sample of student's who were in the

third grade in each of the three schools in the spring of 1974.' Table VII

gi'VeS the means and standard deviations for each school forthe 1974

discrepancy data.

For-presentation of either the gain or loss fbr the mean discrepancy

from 1974 to 1976 for each.of the schools, 6 figure was prepared showing,t e

differenCe between the-mean grad equivalent :".;crepancy,scores for the'two

year period. iSee Tables VII and 4). Gains were presentedby bar

graphs above the zero point in the figure, and losses were represented by

bar graphs below the zero point in the figui-e. As Table,s 71, VII, and Figure

.4-show; the largest gains in the discrepancy scores occurred in the Model school

for the areas of Language (.18 to 05), Reference (.65 to 1.17), and Soal

19
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Studies (.08 to .60). The next largest gain occurred, for the Atypical school

in the area'of Social Sttadies(..39 to .86). All other gins or losses for

tie threp comparative schools were .35 or.less.

Thu's, tfie results. of the cros.S.-sectional achievement data basically show

that the Atypical school has higher overall achievement in teNs of mean grade

equivalent scores' on the Comprehensive. Test of Basic Skills fw: both Grade.3

and Grade 5. However, the 'comparison between the Model schocl

cidthe Parallel schOol show consistently achiyement scores for the

Model school. Furthermore, when. the factor of taken .intu'account, the

Model sctwol shows the greatest gain for..6.out..of the'7"achlevement .z::1%7,tests.

in the period from 1974, to 1976.- 141 addiition, th, are which consistently-

stand out in, favor of the Model school are Reference, S.0c31

Language.. 'This is not surprising, since the goal of

instruction is to have youngsters seek knowledge and informafn

Also,the emphasis of the individualized progran in t'rseMode7 school has been

'4 , predominantly in the curritulum areas of Language Arts and Social Stuies.

Inthe pext section, data based on the longitudinal analysis cf the

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills will be presented.

20
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LONGITUDINAL ACHIEVEMENT DATA,

As outlined in the section on . Procedures, a sample of.youngsters in each

of the three comparative schools had been tested both in the, spring of 1974

and 1976 with the Comprehensive Test of BasiO Skills. Table VIII presents

the grade.equivalene.means and standard deviations for both Grade 3 and'

Grade 5 longitudinal data on each of the seven subtests. , In-addition, the

table also gives the mean and standard deviation for the gain scores calculated

from the differences betWeen the grade equivalent scores these two testing
.

times. The table also presents the mean and standard deviatiOn forthe

intelligenCe test given when the youngsters were in Grade 3 in 1974.

.As can be seen from Table VIII the largvt mean grade equivalent gain,

for the Areas,of Reading; Mathematics, Total;. and Sociar:11Studies occurred in

the Atypical sthool. However, for the area of Reference,,the greatest.mean

gain (3.28) was in the Model school. The differences between the three schools

Were all within approximately .30 mean grade equivalent units for the areas-

,of Language and Science.
.

In comparing the Model school with thParalle school, fiVe out of the

seven subtests' (Reading, Total, ReferenCe,o'Science, and Social Studies) had

higher mean grade equivalent scores in the Mddel school, The biggest mean

difference occurred in the areas of Reference (.9.4).and Reading. (.53). For

the other three,subtests, Mathematics, Science,' and Social Studies, differences 7

'of .30 or less mean grade equivalents. werejound between the two schools.

The two subtests which favored .the Parallel school'weri'Language aAd

Mathematics, although differences of :30 or leis-mean grade equivalent units

occurred in both cases. d

Thus,'the results of the-longitudinal achievement data analysis show

that the Atypical schdol bringt about. greater. overall achievement gains on'

the vajorttyof subtests of the comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Howeverl

it is interesting to note that in an area of 4ndividualization, Reference,
. .

the greatest gain was made in the Model school, ':his result is consistent

404.th the goal'of the program,.which seeks to have youngsters gain information

-and knowledge in a self-seeking 'manner.

In the next section, data based on the children's attitudes fcr the
A
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.comparison of the three schools will be presented.

ATTITUDE DATA

s outlined in the-section of Procedures, attitudinal data_was gathered*A

for yo ngsters who were in Grades 3 and 5 for the three comparative schools

in the'spring of 1916. Children who were in Grade 3 were given-the,Faces
. ..

Test. (See Appendix 0) yielding scores on three factors: School, Climate;

Independent Study,aand School Work. In addition, a total score was obtained

by adding across all the items which were included in this scale. Table IX
, -

presents the means and standard- deviations for the three comparative schools.

As can -be seen for Table IX children in the Model school had a higher mean .

attitude score for the subtest of Independent Study, School Work, and also

for the Total. For the factor of SchdolClimatti, the Parallel school had the
.

,

highest mean attitude.
, .

For youngsters in Grade 5, a semantic differential instrument was

utilized: (See Appendix E). This technigLe-tapped six affective,dimensiatu:

Reading, Me, Social Studies, School, Mathematics, and Science. Table X

presents the means and standard devietionsiTor,the three comparative school's

for these six concepts. As-Table X shows, higher mean attitude scores were

obtained for the Model school in 5 out of the 6 dimensions: 'Reading, Me,

Sotial Studies, School, and Mathematics., For the concept of Science, the

highest mean occurred in the Atypical szhool.

If one views the CoMiiined result.; .:f the third and fifth gradEs, it is

interesting to note thatforeight of the ten Measures a higher mean attitude

,scorewaSJOund in the Model school. This result is consistent with one

of the objectives of an ind4idualized program, namely that youngsters who

are given more dhoice and freedom' in seeking knowledge independently should

ave "better" attitudes toward, school and school work-when-compared to'yourigsters'

who are. involved in more "traditiohal" based programs. :

. CONCLUSION

The results of the comparison of the three schools involved in the present

analysis, present some interesting find.ings. Obviously, the findings support

4
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the view that intelligence is still closelY related to the achieveMent of

youngsters. This is revealed in the, consistently higher mean,grade'

equivalent scores for the school with a student population which can be .

characterized as of upper intell' nce, and coming from homes which are in

tH6 middle to upper socio-economic vel.

.However-, the,data also shows-that youngsters who haVe 4enexposed to
0.

an individualized curriculum can achieve greater growth and perform at a

higher: level in certain specific areas of skill development. SuCh youngsters

achieved and gained in the skill of Refei.ence which tapped their ability to

wor:'1( independently.. -In,addition, the verbal areas of Language, Socialen ..

Studies_also showed a high level of achievement. For the areas.e.Mathematics.,

- Reading, and Science, younfsters'wto were exposed to such an individualized

approach-did not tend to do less well-than youngsters who were exposed, to a

more "traditionally" based curriculum .

i, The data also tended to support the view that ..Children in an,individailL,<1
..

'Prog'ram have better attitudes toward school and its subrjects:,Again, this is
.

not surprising, since one of the major goals of an individualized instrucito.n

vcis to make learning more enjoyable.and hence bring about better school and
_ .

, -school-related-affect.' .
. .

. .
,

Obviously, the 'school -strict involved incthe present.analygis has made

a commitment to the wnole kr a_of individualizing instruction. All the ''."

schools in the diLtrict are presently seeking to deyelop this method whicb is

already establish4-in the Model school. The school district itself is not .

o

interested in making claims that its approach is bringing about great gains

in.achievement, and establisfling.ettirely new modes of instruction. Rather,

they feel that they are attempting instructional methOds which ,Seem tobring.

about better results some areas, and this report-tends to support their'

ClaiM. Hopefully, other school districts will want to examine-the techniques

and tactics which have brought about the success achieved by the partitular

.

school system involved in this section'of to:present report.-

Inddition to Aie effect the Network_P'rogram has had upon the schools

involved, the program has also-impacted the 'scholarly endeavors of

Millersville State College.. The next section will highlight this selected
.

outcome.

°
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TABLE IV

GRADE 3 GRADE, EQUIVALENT MEANS,AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

(FOR 1976 COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS)

. FOUR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS
.

.

. Subteib

Model School

(N=25)

Mean Std. Dev.

:Parallel School

(N=32).

Mean -Std. Dev.

Atypical. School

(N=50)

Mean Std. Dev.,

Reading 4.27 1.91 4.08 5.24 ' 2.04

1

.1.99
.

Language 4.84 2.28 °" , 4.33 2.38 5.21 2.14

Mathem -cs. 4.06 1.41 . 3.59 '1.3; 4.44 1.32

Total 4.23 1.68 3.81 1.*/ 4.79 1.61

=Reference 4.96 2.49 4.13 2.03 5.56 2.23'

Science 4.37 1.99 4.39 2:2; 5.78 2.21

Social Studies 4.50 1.93 4:01 2.11 ,5.63 : 2.48



TABLE V.

GRADE 5 GRADE EQUIVALENT MEANS ANG STANDARD DEVIATIONS"

(FOR 1976 COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASTISXILLS)

FOR TAREE,COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

Model School Parallel School Atypical School

(N=57) (N=64) (N=58)

,Subtest Mean Std. Dev.. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Reading
\

6.23 J2.22 6.00 2.01 6.62 2.69

Language 6:37' '., 2.59 6.01 2.24 6.40 2.514
,

Mathemtics 6.44 1.71 6.46 2.36 6.61 2.12

Total 6.27' 1:89 6.06 1.91 6:42 2.23,

Reference 8.18 , 2.82 ' .7.06 2.81 6.82 2.96

4cience 6.95 2.7 6.57 2.39 6..99
4

3.04

Social Studies .

,

6..60 ' 2.64 6.11 2.58 6.70 3.23
.

tt

0

0

1 0
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TABLE VI
v

liRADE 3 DISCREPANCY SCORE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
\,

(FQR 1976 CQMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SK LS)

FOR\THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS
4

. , Model School Parallel School Atypical School
, (N=20) (N:28}, - (N;47),

Subtest Mean Std.__Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. DO.
4

,..

,Reading .25, .18 .8t .41 1.24
.

4
,

Language :75 N 1.66 0
.11 1.05 e-.05 - 1.42

Mathem. .ics -.09 .8
.

-.35 .81 -.09 ,.39

Total. .23 .76 -.13 : .86 , ' .06 .99

Reference 1.17 1.91 .07 1;4'2 .95 . 1.64

4.

Science . ?.9 1.00 .31 1.36 .90 1.45

Socfal Studies .60 1.13 .01 1.15. .86 1.55



,.TABLE VII

GRADE13 DISCREPANCY SCORE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

(FOR 1974 C(1MPREUNSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS)

FOR TiiREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

-,

1
,

.
.

Mcdel School Parallel School Atypical Schdol

(N=24) (N=21) (N=29) ,

Subtest , Mean, Std. Dev. MeLitpAr: Mean Std. Dev.

Reading ' .08 1.0d .06 .59 .37 1.06

Language .18 '1%1%15 :19 .." .96 ..13r 1.43

i: ( .
,

Akathemeics
D

.23 Lr. .85 1 .62 !.04 .87

Total r, , ,134) .80 .51 .19 .87

Reference . .65 1.43 ,, .24:., '1.20 .. .68' 1.51

Science .16 1.11 .26 ..1.05 . .72 i.73

%dial Studies .08 1.33 . -.25 .67 .39 1.44

T
N

3.f
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TABLE VIII

GRADE 3 AND' 5 GRADE EQUIVALENT AND I.Q. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

FOR 1974-1976,COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS

FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

(

Model School Parallel School Atypical School

(N=24) ,,IN=20) (N=28)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

I. .

. Q. 3rd Grade

Reading-

N 3rd Grade
5th Grade

Gain

Language

3rd Grade

5th Grade

Gain

101.08

3.86

6.22

2.36

4.14

5.96

1.82

Ma'hematics

3rd Grade 4.37

TrainGrade 6.39

Train 2.02

To cal

3rd Grade 4.08

5th Grade 5.15

Gain 2.07

Reference

3rd Grade

.5th.Grade
Gain

Science

3rd Grade

5th Grade

Gain

Social Studies

3rd grade

5th Grade

Gain

;.52

7.80

3.29

4.47

6.74

2.57

3.80

6.42

2.62

13.51 97.75 11.96 114.43 15.08

1.76 3.60 1.28. 5.49 1.89

1.98 5.43. 1.94 8.49 2.70

1.25 1.83 1.01 2.70 1.57

2.02 3.85 1.63 5.89 2.50

2.40 5.85 2.50 7.94 3.00

1.30 . 2.00 1.63 2.05 1.62

411

1.47 3.80 1.15 4.84 1.27

1.71 6.07 , 2.39 .7.50 2.20

.98 2.27 1.82' 2.66 .1.41

1:57 3.68 .1.18 5.28 1.75

1.78 5.68 1.98 7.80 2.51

.85 2.00 1.20 2.52 1.21

1.99 3.78 1.92 5.72 2.40

2.74 6.12 2.65 8.64 2.93

2.07 2.34 2.36 2.92 1.95

.1,84 3.94 1.89 6.05 2.12

2.51 6.12 2.22 8.63 2.94

1.94 2 1? 1.50 2.58 1.63

1.75 3.30 1.32 5.48 2.84

2.60

1.80

5.75

2.45

2.81

1.90

8.44

2.96

3.15

2.14 Jf
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TABLE IX

GRADE 3 MEANS AND STANDARD DIVIATIONS FOR 1976 FACES ATTITUDE TEST

rOR THRIF 40MPARATIVE SCHOOLS

Model School Parallel School Atypical School

(Nm20) (N228) .047)
Attitude Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev, Mean Std. Oev,

School Climate 19.90 2.61 20.50 2.94

Independent Study .15.10 2.15 14.14 2,94

Schou' Work 11.60 3.15 10.79 3.32

Total 46.60 6.39 45.43 6.91

19.32 2.05

14.51 1.98

9.60 2.78

43.19 4.74



- TABLE X. .

GRADE 5 MEANS AND STANDARD-DEVIOIONS

FOR 19/6',SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE, TEST

FOR. THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS
4,

Model School- Parallel School Atypical SchoOl

'(N =57) (N=54) . (N:58)

Subtest-
,

Mean _Std. Dev. Mean _Std. Dev. . Mean Std. Dev.

Reading e "2.39 ' 2.73, . 22.19 2.78 22.09 .2.90

'Me 22.25 2:97 22.17 342 21.64 3.17

I

Social Studies 22.47 .2,63 21.92 3..01, 21.24 4.15

School 22.82 3.15 21.58 2.80' , 21.-36 3.68,

Mathematic& 23.93 3.24 22.05 3.37 22,50 -4.19

Science- 22.65 3:35 22.27 2.89
,

23.33 3..45

s.



GENERAL IMPACT-0F PROGRAM UPON COLLEGE

. In the previous three sections, data gathered from the teachers and

children of,the network program has been- presented. 16 addition to the

;2results which have been outlined in these sections, the network pOgram.has

also. had an impact upon the Teacher Education program ofMillerSville State

,College. All the'teachers who have been involved in the Summer programs

ha;./e registered either for graduate credit or inservice credit it a set of

workshops known as the 530 Series. rn Table XI is a listing of the number of

individuals who have registered during the four-year period of.the[summer

network workshops. These individuals registered for either E!Joation 537

Selected Teaching Strategies; Ed 538 .7 Diagnostic and Prescriptjva Teaching;
c

Ed 539 - IndiVidualizing Instruction through the identification Learning

Styles; or Ed 53C.7.Educating the Sifted and Mentally Talented. According

to statewide 'procedures, each of these workshol'as-has a developed course

description with objectives, activities and evaluation. prOdedures.. Basically.

teachers who were involved:for the first time with .the networkijrogram took

Education 537. Teacher's who were in their second and third uorkshops took

Eri'Ucation 538 P1539; an teachers who were involved in their foUrth,slimmer

took EducatiOn 530. However, it should be noted because of the -current

interest in the gifted and talented. some teachers took Education, 530 during

their first network experience.

As a result o-P thce.identification of new areas of instruction in

elementary eudcation, as outlinedin,the titles of the 530 workshops,. tie

Elementary Education DepartMent at Millersville State College-developed un

undercraduate course in the area of open education. This course was an

outgrowth of the earlier network, program and the workstop entitled Selected

TeacolNg Strategies. As the later workshops ,(.538; 5j9, and 530)'. demonstrate

the need for instruction in these areas:, iT '': hoped that-he Elementary

Education Department curricula can be modified u.include these new topics.

In addition to serving as a Ltdlyst for change in the elementary

education program, the network endeavor has also provided data for scholarly

activity. A professor in the Elementa.i-y Education Department has completed

his doctoral thesis.utilizing data:gathered.from the model network program



A

highlighted in Section III. .This thesis was completed at Temple University

in the spr'ing of 1978 and is entitled "Effect of-an Open Versus Traditional

Iilstructional_Prograth". e-lso underway at 'Temple UniverSity is another doctoral

thesis which is being written by a schoo.administrator in the tancaster .

Area. This thesis has as its proposed title,. "The Relationship Between.

Selected:CharacteriSticsnof School Districts and:the%Installatjon. of an

Educational Innovation".- Data gathered in this study, it -is hoped, will

providelhore information' about the actual relationships between the degree

of change and selected demographic variables. Hopefully, the,data gathered

iwthis study will appear in a subsequent report to be completed in the' year

'1978-1979.

Thus, the network program has had an impaCt upon the college. Not only

has the college gained monies for:graduate credit, but also educational

change has occurred in the Elementary Department Undergraduate Program.

Also,. because of the trust involved in the network approach, data has beer

freely available for scholarly activity. This empirical aspect of the net-
.

Workprogram offers even more potential for future, systematic inyeStigation.,

As cam be ascertained froth the present report, the network program

has generated .change,.not only in selected school,districts<in Pennsylvania,

but also in Millersville State College. In this day of dwindling, college

enrollments and, "drying up" of graduate educational.clientele, periaps,the

network model offers erne possible approach for colleges and universities in---

their instruction of teacher-edUtators. Such an approach demands that 'the

colleges and universities do not continue to exist solel, within the. confines

of their academic caripusesi Rather, an attempt must be made to reach the

customer and,deliver the products in the actual physical surroundings of the

buyer. No longer can tie mountain' of educational knowledge exist isolated

from the-community it Serves; rather t.e mountain must move out to its

constituents.

33
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4
TABLE XI

NUMBER 'OF TEACHERS INVOLVED IN NETWORK

PROGRAM DURING PERIOD 1975 TO 1978

1;

1975 . 1.976 19 1978

Number 276 237 2-39 23
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Summer Happening Evaluation
6

-Summer, '976

In order to provide some information for the developmea and
improvement of future Summer Happening programs, we wonder if you
might take-the time to complete the following form. In addition.,
.ipaCe is provided at the end of the form for written comments.

. All anprers-are strictly confidential, and we want to encourage
you to respond openly.

To Cumplete the form, justcheck the appropriate sme1.1 box
which ekpresses your feelings on the particular subject or
concept.

The first four.categories on the left 'of the form deal with
the effectivenes of the presentation for the particular subject
or concept. For example, if you feel that the presentation on
contracts was aeeffective one, then check tI small box which'is
labelled "Effective',11:i.e.

Very
Effective Effective Little

Effect
No

Effect

The next three categories deal with importance. For example,
if you feel that contracts is an important activity and should
be included in future Summer Happening programs, then check the
small bdk that indicates 'Should be included," i.e. -

Should Should" Should
Be ftmluded,le OptjonalAj.Be,Excluded"
Ip '14

41.



PHILOSOPHY OF OPEN EDUCATION PRESENTATION

'Very
Effective Effective Little- Np et`

Effect ^Effect
Should

Be Included
Should

Be Optional
Should

..eaExcluded

SCHEDULING AND ORGANIZING

Should. Should
Be included Be Optional

MAKING GAMES
. .

CONTRACTS

Very Effective 1 ,"et 1. EffectR Effective E
Little No

1/4

ilACKETS

Should
,lte Included

Should
Be included

Should
Be Optional

11116, 111111

Should -I
Be Excluded'

Should Should Should
Be Included Be Optional Be Excluded

. TEAM TEACHING

i Very EffectiveI gffective:A

O



Very EffectiveEffective

RECORD KEEPING

Little No
Effect Effect

Should Should Should I

Be Included Be Optional Be Excluded.)

COMMUNICATION SKILLS ORGANIZATION

Very
Effective

O

Effective Little No
Effect /\Effect

SOCIAL STUDIES ORGANIZATION

Very
Effective

Very
4 Effective

Ve, y
Effe-:tive

festive Little

Effect
Nd.

Effect

fhATH 'ORGANIZATION

Effective-; !ttle
Effect

Should
Included

Should
Be Excluded

shouvi i should
Be Optional -.Be Excluded

;

Should
Be Included

LEARNING STATIONS

.-ffettive 1.ittle, No
LZ_ffect Effect

Should I .

Be Excluded!

PARENT INVOLVEMEN;

Very Little NoEffectiVe.Effectivefective Effect Effect\
tf. 38

Should Should
Be Optional Be Exdluded

4R

Should I

Be Excluded;



.-EASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING FOUR ITEMS:

I. What part of the program was most valuable to you?

2. What part of the program was least valuable to you?

.3. What areas, topics, or concepts would you like to have included in
future programs?

4. In the space below, blease make any comments or suggestions yoU feel
would aid us in planning future programs.

39
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Directions:

.TEACHER -USE SURVEY
MILLERSVILLE STATE-COLLEGE

The purpose of this. survey Is to determinexhaeteaching strategies you utilized
last year (before the workshop) and those that you are

\
tiliiing this yeaT (after_

the workshop).
,

On this fqrm, eaching-methods are Roman numerals and subjects you might use, the
methods in letters,of the alphabet, Belqw each-teaching method and /or subject

.

are eight (.8) boxes with adjectives which describe the use of,a particular method.
The four (4) boxes on the left refer to the use of a method during last school
year (September 1974-June 1975). The four (4) boxes on the rl.ght refer to the use
during this year (Septembera975-Present)., -

, . .

In the example beloW, the teaching meshod is:' I. Use.of Leaining Contracts In;
the subject area is: A.Communicatiqn Skills. The answer below shows that last
year (September 1374-June 1975) the respondent-used this method occasionally, and
that this year (September 1975-'rese4t)Lst.e has used .it frequehtl.

SATIPLE:

I. USE LEARNING CONTRACTS IN:
C

September 1974-June 1975 A. COMMUNICATION SKILLS September 1975 - Present
, .

I

1

;
! [

ery _____ i______I .:

.

requently
a

Frequentl! Cccasional ly ;Never
I

:Very !

1.

Frequently Frequently.] Occasiestally I Never j .

.Please read each teachinz meiliod, ,/and/or subject area and &heck the adjective in
each set of boxes which 'cest describe yOur use of the method last year and this

''' k 1

Thank 7.)ou for your assistance in this survey.

fr

- rn

41
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TEACHER-USE SURVEY -.

110! USE OF LEARNING CONTRACTS IN:

. A. Communication Skills
. .

September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - -June 1976

Very1 I V I I
I 1 I 1

i 1
1 1I.

',---#HFrequently Frequentlyi Occasionally! Never I-
, .

I

1

i Very
. ,

Frequently

1 1
Never(Frequently bccasionaliT1

A. Mathematics

September 1974 - June 1975 SepteMber 1975 - June 1976

;Very
--1 I---1 1.---i

Very L____j

1------;
I Frequently I Frequently! Occasionally Never 1

i

Frequently Frequently1 occasionally; Never
i

.I

-C. Social Studies

September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 = A:!:a 1976

Very
7- LI

frequently Frequently i Occasionally1 _Never 1

II. USE OF LEARNING ?ACKETS IN:

September 1974 - June 1975

Tr

Very
I 1

!

'___I----, -
Frequentlyi Frequently!

.

Occasionally! Never 1

A. CommUnication Skills

September 1975 - June 1976

f

1 [
1 ---T-

1

I Very. . t L1 1 ;

L..._.] Very L_.----
frequently I Frequently! .6:-.1.ionalTY1 Never Frequently

.. i

B. M.Lhematics

Frequently Occasionally,
.1

NeVnr

September 1974 - June 1975 Septemb 1975 - June 19,76

1

I I-

---f -7----
i 4

1 Iflery ,_ ___:, 1..---;

.

o ____( Very [...___I ' I I

requ:-:Itly! Frequertly :_0c,..:anrw-ly',.Never
,

1

Frequently Frequently (!ccasionally, Never 41111)

...

C. Social Studies

".3.gi-joiaber 1974 - _Tune .1975

I
i

,
I

:.iut:.."..1
i frequently I Occasionally ; Never

SePfember 1975 - June 1976

'I Very

42

Frequently Occasionally

!

Never



III. USE OF LEARNTYG STATIONS IN:

September 1974 - June. 1975

A. Communications Skills

September 1975 - June .1976

Very i 1

I

1

, Occasionally

I
, I

Never
Very

.

Freeuently
1

i

Frequent ly Frequently I Frequently i Occasionally ! Never

B. Mathematics

September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976

V,:tv i L___ Very -1-
!---,1

Frtquently Occasionally FrequentlyFrequently Never I Frequently Occasionally! Never

C. Social Studies

September 1974 - June 1975

Frequentiyi Frequently Occasionally Never

,Very

Freque

;err

t'req

September 1975 - June 1976

1
. I T I i

f

;Very 11
-.....,

.

!Frequently Frequently] Occasional... y; Neve-

IV. USE OF SKILL SEQUENCES IN:

A. Communications Skills -

September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976'

I

t

I i

I

______ L. L L Very L
Frequently

L__.,

Frequentlylt1y1 Frequently1 Occasionally Never
,____i

Occasional ly Never

B. Mathematics

September 1974 - JULe 1975 September 1975 - June 1976

i . 1

I

i i LI
Occasionally 1Never 1

very
Frequently Frequently

LI
2ent-17}1 Frequently1

___
Occasionallyl Never

l

September 1974 - June 3

7-

C. Social Studies

September 1975 - June 1976

__ very 1 ,

1

,

..equently Occasionally Never I Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never

43



V. USE OF DIAGNOSTIC GROUPING IN:

A. Communication Skills

September 1975 - June 1976

Very

September 1974 - June 1975

'very LL
FrequentlA, Frequently Occasionally Never

September 1974 - June 1975

Frequently Frequently i Occasionally Never

B. Mathematics

September 1975 - June 1976

very LI
Frequenti Frequently

r--

1-1
Occasiunally Never

____,.

.

Very
Frequently

i__i
r ,

,

i

LiFrequently Occasionally; Nev
i

F
'Very
Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never

C. Social Studies

SepteMber 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976

11 7-1
Very

Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never

VI., USE OK TEACHER -MADE GAMES IN:

A. Communication Skills

Septembei 1971- June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976

Very
,1

lirequentlyi Frequently Occasionally
!Very

NeVer Frequently Frequently Occasionally' Never

B. Mathematics

September 1974 : June 1975
.

Very
Frequently

1

Occasionally Never
Ver; F
Frequently

September 1975 - June-1976

Frequently Occasionallyi-Nev

September 1974 - June 1975-

.,

C. Social Studies

September 1975 - June 1976

1

t

1 1 ,

Occasionally Never

I

'I

.

Very .

Fr qtently
. L 1

-r---4

Occationallyi
!

Nevertequently Frequently

e
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VII. USE OF TEAM TEACHING:

. SeRtembei 1974 - -June 1975 September. 1975 - June 1976
i

i I. ' . ,
----,

1 ,

rY L. ' L._._4 Very
--1 --; .

7 C,C7 uer, t 1 y 'Frequently ! Occasion
s

Occasionally Never Frequently Frequently 1 ccasionally Never

r

10

VIII. USE OF PARENT' HELP:

September 1974 - June 19.75 September 1,975 - June 1976

L.:1 Very. L._ _ 1, ,
vric.ly

i

Frequently, Occasionally. Never Frequently Frequently I Occasionally Never

COMMEIti'S:

4

45
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TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM



1. How did- you get

TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM

into the workshop?

2. When yotnigned u0, what did you anticipate getting from the 4crk-
shop?

3. Were your anticipations filled? HoW?

4. What was particularly helpful in the workshop?

What needs to be improved?

6. How has the workshop affected your practice of education?

a. your daily routine

b. >materials

c. organization

d. techniques of instruction

e. methods of evaluation

How does your st!wol, as an institution facilitate on suppor`..
application'of wort:shoo techniques? COnsider the climate,
rules, .-..eL;ulat7;ohs and expectat ions regarding teaching respcsi-

3bilit;e.

I4Hoy. do:,s ;:,;r school hamper yr.u? I- I
." 'inat arc needs.-nowwi,th regarC to furt er.training or

assistance?

1. Whc d. yc. as the potential tc r7,..-.?t-your needs?

'rlatisur,gestcrs co ,;CU '.ave for future programs of this nature?

of

rame:

Educatitil:

Years of Profess/tonal Service:

5
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Age

Grade

.

FACES:INYF4TORY,

Name

SchOol

Date

DIRECTIONS: Boys and 'girls, we are interested in hOW you feel
about school and some of the things you do in school.
Read each sentence below and on the following pages.
Put an "X" on the_ face that shows how you feel.
Please check only one face,for each sentence and make
sure you arswer each sentence.

EXANPLE:

This is how I feel when I go t6 the doctor.

j

r

1. This is how I feel when I come to school.

2. I feel like. tip 5 wren the teacher tells mè to Tio something al?
by myself ',.Tithut any. help.

This is how I would feel if I could go to schodl for the rest
of my life.



4

I feel like this when someone does not follo14,the rules.

). 1 f eel. like "this_when i work alon

(
,

r

o. 1 feel like this when i have a lot of school work tc' do.

7. i feel like' his aboul'.. going. o summer school.

o. I when I'Work on :a project by myself.

This is how
I

.

going bacilk ft-to school of a vacatiZn.

10. This.is how 1 feel when i talk to my 7.,eachers.

50.
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11. feel like this about studying. alone.

This' is how I feel on days when I

way but teachers.

feel this way about readir

can't go to school.

,book by myself."'

This Js :.ow I would feel if we could have schoi

This 'eelabout school rules.

this way whri the teach.:..r. asks me questions.
#

Saturday, too.

This how I Teel when it's time to go hcns,e Irom scho6.1..



4

O

19 feel like this wher I go to the media center (litrary)..

4

20. This is haw I feel.abaut my school

ti

it

r

r.



SCORING PROCEDURES.
FOR

THE FACES TEST

it
The 20 items of the'Face.i Test yield three scores on what

can. /abe called three factors. Theses factors and the items
that are part of these factors are ,given below.o.

FACTOR

Attitude toward school
climate

II. Attitude toward independent
study

'III. 'Attitude toward'school
work

ITEMS

144 7, 10, 13,16,
19, 20

2, 5, 8, 11, 141 17

31 6, 9, 12, 15, 18

.4

Each item' is scored on a 3 point scale with a "positive"
response getting a 3 and a,"negatiVe" response a 1. Fcr example.
for item .11 "This is how I fee; when I come to school. ", the
weighting'is

' 3 2 1

All other items. t^ Th.e'eXception of 4, 12, And 18, are similarly
weighted. For ite:rts. narbers Lr, 12, and 18'1 the' three-point scale
is reversed. Fcr example. i'or item 41 "I feel .like this when some-

does not followe rues,", the weighting `is

2

in order to obtain a score on a factor, the weights for the
items that are included inthat factor are simply added. Thus,
for factor I, the scores can range from 8 to 24, whereas for factors
II and III, the scores can range from 6 to 18.
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SEMANTIC' DI FFERENT1,41. TESTING PROJECT

Nakao

School

Grade Age

Today I would like you to think about yourself and your schoolwork and how you feel about
yourself .and your schoolwork. The things you tell us will not be used in any. way to give you a
grade. Also, there are no right or wrong answers to the things we are going to ask you,.

.

On tne next six pages you will find' a list of words which mean the opposite of each other.
An'example of these words is:

HAPPY SAD

At the top of each page will be some things about school like Reading and Me. !. iou peel that
you are always happy with reading, place an X in box 1. If you feeLycu are norgattvs happy with
reading but are happy most of the time, pike an X in box 2. Ifyou feel you are sornevrnes hapco,:
and sometimes sad with reading, place an X in box 3. If you :feel you are not always sad but sad
most of the time with reading, place an X in box 4.. lAyou feel you ar.e always sad with reading,
place an X in box 5. However, if you feel you.cannot answer to the tt.ing, place ar *x in box 3.

On each of the words on the next pages, try to think about how yOu really feel about the.
school. thing at the top of the page and mark your answer so it is as close to how you feei. Mark
only one answer for each pair of words. Make sure your Lnswer is in the box, not outside the box.

a

55
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SCORING SCHEME
FOR

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIA'

The scoringscheme for any concept on the Semantic Differential for

chfldren :is based on six of the twelve adjective pairs. The six adjective (A
pairs are: Happy-Sad, Bad-Good, Nice- Awful, Cruel-Kind, Fair-Urfair, Dis-

Ince-Like. In each case a "positive" response receives a 5 and a negative

response a 1 with 4, 3, 2 used to complete the middle three boxes: For

example:

Happy 5 4 3 2 1 Sad

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 'Good

By summing across the six adjective pairs a total -score can be ob-

Thee scores canrange from a high'of 30 to a'low of 6.
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